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Remarks/Arguments; 

Applicant appreciates the time and courtesy extended by the Examiner during the 
Examiner Interview conducted by telephone on Tuesday, April 18, 2006. 

Claims 1-6, 8-16, 18-26 and 28-31 are pending in the above-identified application. The 
features of claim 7 have been included in amended claim 1. The features of claim 17 have been 
included in amended claim 11. The features of claim 27 have been included in amended claim 
21. Thus, claims 7, 17 and 27 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer of the 
subject matter thereof. 



Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C- 3103(a) 

Claims 1-24 and 26-31 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
Mankey (U.S. Patent 342,024) in view of Filsinger (U.S. Patent 3,309,832). Applicant 
respectfully traverses the rejection of these claims and respectfully submits that these claims 
are patentable over Mankey and Filsinger, alone or in combination, for the reasons set forth 
below. 

Independent claims 1, 11 and 31, as amended, recite limitations that are neither 
disclosed nor suggested by Mankey or Filsinger, namely: 

a spacer positioned between adjacent crown molding segments positioned along 
the substantially planar portion of the perimeter of the room, [emphasis 
added] 

Support for the above limitation may be found in Applicant's specification and drawings. 
In Figure 5, for example, the crown molding segments 20 are shown positioned along a 
substantially planar portion of the perimeter of the room, and a spacer 42 is positioned between 
the adjacent crown molding segments 20. The purpose and benefits of positioning a spacer 
between adjacent crown molding segments are described in the instant specification. For 
example, as recited on Page 10, Lines 2-12: 

[depending upon the thickness of the spacers 42, they may be utilized to ensure 
even spacing between adjacent crown molding segments 20. Alternatively, they 
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may be utilized to affect a different spacing pattern between adjacent crown 
molding segments 20 ... In addition to ensuring the desired spacing between 
adjacent crown molding segments 20, the spacers 42 also fill a void to limit the 
amount of adhesive (not shown) applied at gaps 44 between adjacent crown 
molding segments 20. 

The Office Action acknowledges that Mankey does not disclose a spacer positioned 
between adjacent crown molding segments. The Office Action notes that Filsinger discloses that 
"tile trim elements 16 forming the finished trim edge of a counter or drainboard as shown in 
FIG. 7 may be joined at an exterior corner by a trim segment 80" (Column 5, Lines 15-17). In 
other words, Filsinger teaches that the trim segment 80 is positioned at a corner of a counter or 
drainboard. 

Unlike Filsinger's trim segment, Applicant's spacer is disposed between adjacent crown 
molding segments that are positioned along a substantially planar portion of a perimeter of a 
room. Because Filsinger's trim segment is positioned at an exterior corner of a counter or 
drainboard, the trim segment is not positioned along a substantially planar portion of a 
perimeter of a room, as recited in claims 1, 11 and 31. 

Accordingly, because claims 1, 11 and 31 include limitations that are neither disclosed 
nor suggested by Mankey or Filsinger, alone or in combination, prima facie obviousness cannot 
be established based on the cited references. Claims 2-6 and 8-10 are dependent upon claim 
1, and claims 12-16 and 18-20 are dependent upon claim 11. Those dependent claims 
therefore should also be allowed at least as dependent upon an allowable base claim. 
Reconsideration of claims 1-6, 8-16 and 18-20 and 31 is respectfully requested. 

Independent claim 21, as amended, recites limitations that are neither disclosed nor 
suggested by Mankey or Filsinger, namely the step of: 

positioning a spacer between adjacent crown molding segments positioned along 
the substantially planar portion of the perimeter of the room, [emphasis 
added] 

As mentioned above, because Filsinger's trim segment 80 is positioned at an exterior 
corner of a counter or drainboard, it is not positioned along a substantially planar portion of a 
perimeter of a room. Accordingly, because claim 21 includes limitations that are neither 
disclosed nor suggested by Mankey or Filsinger, alone or in combination, prima facie 
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obviousness cannot be established based on the cited references. Claims 22-26 and 28-30 are 
dependent upon claim 21, and therefore should also be allowed at least as dependent upon an 
allowable base claim. Reconsideration of claims 21-26 and 28-30 is respectfully requested. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Mankey (U.S. 
Patent 342,024) in view of Filsinger (U.S. Patent 3,309,832), and further in view of Fulton (U.S. 
Patent 5,359,817). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of this claim and respectfully 
submits that this claims is patentable over Mankey, Filsinger and Fulton, alone or in 
combination, for the reasons set forth below. 

Claim 25 depends from independent claim 21. Independent claim 21, as amended, 
recites limitations that are neither disclosed nor suggested by Mankey, Filsinger or Fulton, 
namely the step of: 

positioning a spacer between adjacent crown molding segments positioned along 
the substantially planar portion of the perimeter of the room, [emphasis 
added] 

As stated above, neither Mankey nor Filsinger disclose a spacer between adjacent crown 
molding segments. Fulton also does not disclose a spacer between adjacent crown molding 
segments positioned along the substantially planar portion of the perimeter of the room, as 
recited in claim 21. Reconsideration of claim 25 is respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the amendments in the claims and the remarks set forth above, Applicant 
respectfully submits that this application is now in condition for allowance, which action is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Josmia L. Cohen Reg. No. 38,040 
Attorney for Applicant 
Brett J. Rosen Reg. No. 56,047 
Registered Patent Agent 

JLC/BJR/eak 

Dated: October 19, 2006 

P.O. Box 980 
Valley Forge, PA 19482 
(610) 407-0700 

The Director is hereby authorized to charge 
or credit Deposit Account No. 18-0350 for 
any additional fees, or any underpayment or 
credit for overpayment in connection 
herewith. 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 
with the United States Postal Service as first class mail, 
with sufficient postage, in an envelope addressed to: 
Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 
22313-1450 on: October 19, 2006 * 
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